The modern "time famine" is widely felt in America, but the benefits of extra free time are not well understood. We argue that time is a network good: the value of time depends on how it aligns with the free time of social others. This makes it difficult to individually unplug from the "rat race", without social coordination. To illustrate this, we focus on how workers and the unemployed experience the weekend. Drawing on two large data sets, with more than half a million respondents, and with random assignment to weekends, we show that both workers and the unemployed experience remarkably similar increases in emotional well-being on weekends. Despite having large amounts of free time every day, the unemployed experience 75 percent of the rise in emotional well-being on weekends that workers experience. Roughly half the reason for this is that, when the unemployed are at home during the work week, family and friends are working and unavailable for social contact. We infer from this that time off work is positive but of limited value, and that what individuals most value about weekends is not rest from work but rather shared social time with others.
Introduction
There is an extensive sociological literature on the time pressures facing individuals and families (Schor 1991; Hochschild 1997; Robinson and Godbey 2000; Jacobs and Gerson 2004; Bianchi, Robinson, and Milkie 2007; Verbakel and DiPrete 2008) . Americans are facing a time famine, with some of the longest work hours in the western world, the challenge of women working "second shifts" (Hochschild 1997) , growing expectations of men to both work and be active fathers (Williams 2010) , and even many children with over-scheduled lives. There is broad evidence that time pressures have been growing, and that, at a basic level, Americans feel they do not have enough "time for life" (Robinson and Godbey 2000; Lyness et al 2012) .
Time is often conceived in terms of quantity, in which time is analogous to money, and the principle problem is shortage: there are not enough hours in the day. We argue, in contrast, that time is a network good (DiMaggio and Cohen 2004) . The value of free time depends on the ability to coordinate that time with social others (Winship 2009; Bittman 2005) . Frustrations with time are a coordination problem as much as a quantity problem.
Unemployment is a useful analytical case in this respect. When people lose their jobs, they have limited income but large endowments of free time. For this reason, economic models of unemployment point out that joblessness brings with it not only costs but also benefits (Keane 2011; Blundell and MaCurdy 1999; Kruger and Meyer 2002) . The downside of unemployment is losing one's job; the upside is not having to go to work anymore. Of course, job loss comes with non-pecuniary costs that have been well documented: the loss of social status, growing insecurity, and declining emotional well-being that often comes with spells of unemployment (Jahoda 1982; Newman 1999; Dooley, Prause, and Ham-Rowbottom 2000; Burgard, Brand and House 2007; Young 2012) . However, just as workers may value their jobs but complain about their bosses, so might the unemployed lament the loss of work but also appreciate the extra free time. Exploring the possible upside of unemployment -and how much value it might actually have -simultaneously offers a unique perspective into modern frustrations with time.
From a quantity perspective, the free time that unemployment creates can be compared to an extended weekend. For most people, the weekend represents "two days of freedom" (Rybczynski 1991:7) in which workers live by their own schedules, do what they choose, and spend time with who they want -rather than living by the demands of their jobs. It seems to follow naturally, then, that more days off offers more freedom, more happiness, and more personal fulfillment.
This study explores two interrelated questions. First, what is it about weekends that people value? Is it simply having a rest day, or is there something more to weekends than time off work? Second, is extra free time a significant benefit for the jobless? Is there an upside to unemployment? In short, this is a study both of the experience of unemployment, and also a strategic testing ground for the broader characteristics of social time and network constraints.
We build our argument on two complimentary lines of work: the sociology of time and scheduling (Winship 2009; Zerubavel 1985 Zerubavel , 1981 Bittman 2005) ; and the sociology of network goods (DiMaggio and Cohen 2004; DiMaggio and Garip 2011) . We advance a simple model in which free time is a network good: people's day-to-day happiness depends on how much quality time they can spend with family and friends (Kahneman 2011; c.f Fowler and Christakis 2008) .
We make the case that the structure of the standard work week largely prevents unemployment from being a source of valued social time. Yet, the standardized work week also ensures that working people have rich social opportunities on their days off. Compared to an unstructured work week with no standardized rest days, the standard work week makes workers better off (by coordinating their free time together) and makes the unemployed worse off (leaving them with few social opportunities during the week). Hence, there are both pleasures and sorrows of the standard work week (de Botton 2009): classically, the work week is an institution that both enables and constrains.
Drawing on half a million respondents from the Gallup Daily Poll, we show that workers and the unemployed have remarkably similar day-of-week patterns in their emotional well-being.
Both experience a clear spike in their well-being on weekends, and a drop in well-being during the week. The unemployed have lower well-being than workers overall, but draw very similar enjoyment from weekends. This supports our theory that the standard work week limits what the unemployed can get from their extra free time. It also suggests that what people value most about weekends is not the day off work per se, but the social opportunities that are possible on widely shared days off.
We calibrate this finding by testing for similar patterns in social time with family and friends, using eight waves of the American Time Use Survey. Social time -for both workers and the unemployed -increases notably on weekends and drops during the week. Overall, the unemployed experience about 75 percent of the benefits of weekends, despite the fact that the unemployed have large amounts of free time every day of the week. Roughly half of this effect can be explained by the reduction in social time spent with family and friends during the week.
Network constraints in the value of time are important to understanding the problem of time pressure, and the difficulty of finding private, individual solutions to a problem that is at its core one of social coordination.
Scheduling Constraints and the Marginal Value of Time
Time, as Winship (2009) observed, comes with two basic kinds of limitations. One is the budget constraint: there are only 24 hours in a day. In this simple model, time is a homogeneous quantity: and hour is an hour, and the main problem is that there are not enough hours in a day.
Labor economists have most clearly adopted this perspective, but it is also a simplifying assumption in excellent sociological work on time pressures (Schor 1991; Hochschild 1997; Jacobs and Gerson 2004) . Indeed, the budget perspective is central to how most people think about time. It is natural to think of having a time budget: we know that "time is money," and that we can spend time, waste time, and save time. However, the analogy between time and money has deep limitations. A budget of time is much less flexible or fungible than a budget of money, and is harder to manage (Winship 2009:502; Leclerc et al 1995) . Unlike money, a surplus of time cannot be stored away and used later. Scheduled or anticipated free time can be quite precious since it allows planning and coordination to create high-value usage. Unexpected injections of free time, however, may have low marginal value.
Small pieces of extra time sprinkled throughout the day may also have limited value. Robinson and Godbey (2000) find that Americans' budgets of free time increased by 5 hours a week between the 1960s and the 1980s. However, almost all of that gain -more than 90 percent -came in small increments during the Monday-to-Friday work week (p 128-9). This increase in free time, in turn, has largely become an increase in television viewing (340-42) -TV being a technology that is "ideally suited to taking up small gains in free time" (139). The main challenge is that bits of extra time cannot be stored away for later use.
In this sense, time is less like money and more like goods in a barter economy. Barter requires what Jevons (1890) called a "double coincidence of wants": for exchange to occur, each party needs to have specific goods that the other party specifically wants.
1 If a farmer wishes to build a house, he must find someone who both (a) wants the farmer's produce, and (b) has lumber or building supplies to exchange. Without a generalized currency, it is difficult to find exchange partners and the farmer's produce has limited exchange value.
Time suffers from a similar lack of fungibility. Consider a person taking a trip to Hawaii.
If they arrive at the airport an hour early, they simply wait. Even though they have nothing useful to do at the airport, they still can't save that hour to use at the beach later. In contrast, if one saves $50 on a cab by taking public transit, they can spend it later on surfing lessons. An injection of extra money has unique value because it can be stored; extra time cannot be saved, but only consumed in the moment, whether it is particularly wanted or not. 2 Time is a perishable good; money is not.
This means that unexpected time savings, rather than being a windfall gain, often leads to using time in ways that have low marginal value to individuals. 3 Time slots increase in value when they can be shared with more people. For time to have a high marginal value, it often 1 This can also be considered a matching problem (e.g. Stovel and Fountain 2009). 2 In this sense, a surplus of free time is rather like being paid in hamburgers. It's value depends on how many hamburgers you can enjoyably eat in one sitting. 3 The idea of "saving time" suggests a continuous schedule of activities, so that when one task is completed more quickly, on can start the next task ahead of schedule. The opposite of this is the "hurry up and wait" problem: the next task requires input from others who are not ready ahead of schedule.
requires a double coincidence of wants -one or more social others (spouse, friend, family member) who have the same schedule of free time. Otherwise, free time becomes spare time, and individuals face the prospect of "bowling alone" (Putnam 2000) .
Time as a Network Good
Network goods are things that increase in value as more and more people have them. to be engaged in the same social event is a basic precondition for successful "interaction rituals"
that generate the emotional energy, mutual entrainment, collective effervescence, and feelings of solidarity and belonging that make up the micro-foundations of society (Collins 2004) .
The Standard Work Week as a Coordinating Mechanism
The standard work week is one of the most important (and taken-for-granted) institutions that provide social coordination of time and participation. By coordinating everyone to work much the same hours and take the same days off, the standard work week makes both work and leisure more attractive (so long as they happen at the right times). First, a standardized work week means that when we have a day off work, so do most other people we know. This maximizes shared time available for social interaction on days off (weekends and holidays), and raises the value of leisure time for most people. Second, when we have to go to work, so does most everyone else. The standard work week eases the opportunity cost of going to work; there are few important events that people are missing during usual working hours. This reduces the desire to take extra time off, and encourages full-time work.
In contrast to a standardized work week, imagine a system in which there are no fixed weekends; all days are potential work days (Hornstein 2002) . People choose which two days they want to take off. People work five out of seven days, and each day roughly 5 7 � ths of the labor force comes into work. Factories and office buildings run with a mostly full (70%) staff seven days a week. Since people would have greater choice over their working days, the system offers a net increase in freedom. It is analogous to ending the custom of church on Sundays, and letting church-goers at each congregation to sort out for themselves which day would really work best for worship.
A rotating, seven-day work week is not just a thought experiment. It was implemented on a mass scale in the Soviet Union in 1929, in an effort to maximize industrial production (Zerubavel 1985; Foss 2004 The Red Calendar gave people more free time, but made it exceedingly difficult to coordinate that time with anyone else. Many families saw their shared rest day -the old Sunday -disappear. They now had more days off, but many never had the same day off as their spouse.
"Authorities essentially divided the entire society into five separate working populations, staggered vis-a-vis one another" (Zerubavel 1985:38) . If spouses were assigned different work days, they would almost never have a shared day of rest. Only 20 percent of the workforce would share a common rest day, so the odds of connecting with family and friends were low. "In address books, people would add to the names of friends and acquaintances… the day of the week on which [those people] were off duty" (Zerubavel 1985:37 The central lesson from this experiment in re-engineering time is the primacy of scheduling constraints and the network properties of free time. Even large increases in the budget of free time matters little when those hours are disconnected from the lives of our social others.
We do not just want time away from work; we want free time when our family and friends have free time.
A modest formalization helps to drive this point home. In a society without a standard work week, the chance of a rest day, , jointly shared with people is given by . The coordination challenge increases exponentially with the number of people involved. With two rest days per seven-day week, each person has an = 0.28 chance of being off work on a given day. What are the chances that their days off by coincidence align with others? For two friends (i.e., 0. 28 2 ), the daily chance that they will have the same day off is only eight percent (once every 12 days), for three friends the chances are a mere two percent (once every 45 days), and for four friends the chances are roughly one-half of one percent (once every 162 days). The occasion of four specific people having the same day off work purely by chance would happen only twice a year. Without coordination, friends and family members would rarely have the same day off work. The standard work week helps ensure that a person's rest day is simultaneously a widely shared day of rest -a social day.
Weekend Effects
What is a weekend? Is it a time of rest, where we are freed from having to go to work? Or is the weekend a social event, where we are able to spend more time with family and friends?
Which aspect is most valuable to us: the rest time, or the social time?
In the standard work week, "rest days" and "social days" perfectly overlap as weekends.
It is not possible to distinguish the value of rest, as apart from the value of greater social time with family and friends. A day off means a weekend, which means broadly-shared time away from work: rest and social time.
The unemployed allow us to unbundle these two aspects of the weekend. For the unemployed, all days are "rest days" -they may keep busy, but they do not go to work for an employer. Weekends to the unemployed are part of an undifferentiated sequence of days with plenty of free time to use as they wish (albeit with limited income every day of the week). What makes weekends special for the unemployed is that other people also have time off -two days per week when scheduling constraints are relaxed, and rest days can become social days.
Weekends distinguish between "rest" days and "rest + social" days. To what extent does time off during the week compare to time off on the weekend? To answer this question, we compare time use (especially social time) and the emotional well-being of the unemployed on weekdays and weekends.
Workers alternate between "work" and a "shared day off work". Thus, workers and the unemployed have notably different lifestyle changes on weekends. The difference between workers and the unemployed in how they value and experience a weekend sheds important light into what a weekend is, and also the value of having free time during the week. The key difference between workers and the unemployed is not what they do on a weekend (which is structurally similar) but what they do during the week. This makes a day-ofweek difference model highly informative. The research strategy is not focused on making direct comparisons between workers and the unemployed. Rather, this is a difference-in-difference strategy, focused on how each group experiences the change from weekend to weekday, given the very different changes that a weekday represents for these groups. Those differences allow us to unbundle the experience of unemployment between "rest time" and "social time," to gauge the (non-financial) cost of going to work versus staying home during the week, and estimate the extent to which people value weekends for rest time or for social time.
serving as a counterfactual case for understanding how working-age people react to large, uncoordinated injections of new free time.
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Data Sets
We use two independent datasets to test our hypotheses: the Gallup Daily Poll and the American Time Use Survey (ATUS). First, we use the Gallup Daily Poll to examine subjective well-being by day of week for workers and the unemployed. Second, we use both Gallup and the ATUS to examine the amount of social time enjoyed by both groups each day of week.
Since 2008, Gallup has interviewed at least 1,000 American adults each day, and by 2011
had sampled almost 1.3 million respondents. The Daily Poll includes questions on emotional well-being and labor force status and offers a unique opportunity to study small populations. For example, a key estimate of interest in this study is the well-being of unemployed people on weekends. However, less than five percent of the total sample is jobless 5 , and only one-in-five of those respondents were sampled on weekends. Despite this small baseline population, that leaves us with a sample of "unemployed people on the weekend" of nearly 9,000 respondents -larger than what most social surveys collect for their entire sample.
In this study, we focus on the data collected between January 2009 and December 2011.
Prior to 2009, the Gallup data do not allow us to identify the unemployed. Even without the 2008 data, the Daily Poll includes more than 970,000 respondents. Some 54 percent of them were either employed or self-employed at the time of survey. About 4.5% of all respondents, or 43,112 respondents, were unemployed: not working but "actively looking for employment" and able to start working if they were offered a job. Respondents are distributed approximately equally across the seven days of the week.
We focus on seven questions in the Daily Poll on positive and negative emotional wellbeing (Diener et al 2010; Diener 1994; Kahneman et al 2004) . For positive well-being, the questions are whether respondents "smiled or laughed", experienced "enjoyment", and experienced "happiness" a lot on the previous day. Respondents answer yes/no to these questions. We consider this somewhat unfortunate, as a wider range of possible responses would capture more variation in well-being. Averaging the three responses, the variable for positive emotions ranges from 0 for people experiencing no positive emotions to 1 for people who experienced all of them. For negative well-being, four questions asked whether or not respondents experienced "worry", "sadness", "stress", or "anger" a lot on the previous day.
These score are likewise averaged to range from 0 for respondents who did not experience any negative emotion to 1 for respondents who experienced all four negative emotions (see appendix for more details).
In addition to these measures of emotional well-being, the Daily Poll asks a simple question of how many hours respondents spent socially with friends or family the day before (including telephone, e-mail, or other online communications). With this question, we can examine how the amount of social time fluctuates from weekday to weekend.
To augment these data, and obtain a more robust measure of social time, we examine eight waves of the American Time Use Survey (ATUS 
Random Assignment to Weekends
An important aspect of both these data sets is that respondents are randomly assigned to report on a weekday or a weekend. This means that our key estimates of interest are generated from a large-scale experimental design (Campbell and Stanley 1963) .
impacts of a treatment, or unknown selection mechanisms that create artificial differences between treatment and control groups. Weekend effects could be due to true differences in wellbeing and social time on weekends (versus weekdays) or self-selection into reporting on weekends. If people could choose what day of the week they answer the survey, many (especially the most busy people) might delay until the weekend -making the weekend respondents a self-selected group that are quite different from people who answered on weekdays. This, in turn, casts doubt on what the estimated weekend effects represent: causal effects of the weekend, or a statistical artifact arising because different types of people answer the survey on the weekend. Random assignment to weekends rules out selection effects that could bias our core estimates.
As Lee and Lemieux (2010) suggest in the context of regression discontinuity designs (of which this study could be considered a special case), the effectiveness of the random assignment can be tested (see also Sacerdote 2001) . The group that receives the "treatment" (in this case, the weekend group) should look otherwise identical to the control group (those reporting on the weekday). If this holds, then the random assignment is deemed successful and the resulting estimates from a simple comparison of means gives a causal estimate, without any need for regression adjustment or concern for omitted variable bias.
In Appendix A, we show that for both data sets, those reporting on the weekend are more or less demographically identical to those reporting on weekdays. There are small differences that achieve statistical significance due to our very large sample sizes, but which are substantively unimportant. For example, in the Gallup data, the difference in family income between the weekend and weekday groups is $32 per month, a difference of one-half of one percent ($6,027 versus $6,060). The difference in the percent of the sample that is Asian (1.8 percent on weekends, 1.7 percent on weekdays) is also statistically significant but clearly trivial.
In the ATUS data, the average age of both groups rounds up to 42 years, though the one-quarter of a year difference achieves statistical significance. The only area of concern relates to small differences in the employment status of Gallup respondents. On the weekends, the Gallup respondents are 1.2 percentage points more likely to have a full time job, and 0.7 percentage points less likely to be unemployed. Our full regression specifications adjust for employment status, but we cannot rule out the possibility of small differences of this magnitude between the weekend and weekday samples on unobserved variables. Nonetheless, our conclusion is that random assignment was successful in both data sets. We infer from this test that the risk of bias from omitted variables (ie, substantive unobserved differences correlated with both the treatment and the outcome) is low in the Gallup data, and essentially zero in the ATUS data. The identification of treatment effects is unusually strong for a study based on observational data.
Model Specification
There are five outcome variables in this study: first we focus on (1) positive emotions, and (2) negative emotions, and next we focus on (3) social hours, (4) time spent with family, and (5) time spent with friends. The key treatment variable is day-of-week (simplified as weekday versus weekend), with employment status serving as a context variable for the treatment effect.
To simplify the exposition, this paper excludes persons out of the labor force. This exclusion has no bearing on the estimation of the central parameters of interest. 7 The basic well-being and time use model, without control variables, is written as
The parameters of this model give the simple average outcome (either well-being or social time)
for four conditions:
I. Working people on weekdays (Monday to Friday):
II. Working people on weekends (Saturday, Sunday, and holidays): + 1
III.
Unemployed people on weekdays: + 2
IV.
Unemployed people on weekends:
This approach is equivalent to -and gives identical results as -computing well-being and social time averages for each of the four groups. The comparison of weekend effects is simpler. The increase in well-being / social time on weekends for workers is given by 1 , while the weekend increase for the unemployed is given by 3 .
We extend this basic model in the usual way by adding in control variables for age, gender, race/ethnicity, children in the home, education, and family income. 8 Since this study already provides random assignment to weekends, we expect that our raw weekend effects will be unaffected by the inclusion of control variables. However, the controls are likely to allow a more accurate estimate of 2 , the difference between workers and the unemployed during the week. This model is specified as 2.
in which k is the kx1 vector of control variables, and k is the 1xk vector of coefficients. In this multiple regression model, the well-being and time use values of interest (I -IV) are computed the same as above, after adding k k computed at the mean or representative value of each control term.
Descriptive Evidence:
Emotional Well-being on Weekends versus Weekdays
Since our core estimates of interest -the weekend effects for workers and the unemployed -are derived from random assignment and very large samples, we begin with a descriptive analysis of the raw data. After giving an intuitive "eyeball" analysis, we check the robustness of this using regression adjustment for a host of socio-demographic covariates.
As a starting point, we plot the average positive and negative emotions of workers and the unemployed by day of week. In figures 1 and 2, we start the graphs mid-week to give a clear view of the beginning and ending of weekends (which occurs at the mid-point of our figures).
This reveals three basic findings. First, weekend effects are clear, with a rise in positive feelings and a drop in negative emotions on weekends. Second, the unemployed have notably lower wellbeing every day of the week (less happiness, more stress and worry) compared to workers. This is consistent with previous work on the experience of unemployment (e.g., Young 2012; Burgard, Brand and House 2007) . Third, the weekend effects for workers are strikingly similar to those of the unemployed. Though the unemployed do not go to work, they seem to be looking forward to the weekend in the much the same way as workers. To get another perspective on these data, in Table 1 we simplify the day-of-week comparison to weekends and weekdays, and look at each emotion variable separately. For employed people, the all three positive emotions increase on weekends by about 5 percent.
Among the unemployed, the weekend boost is essentially the same. This is shown in the ratio of the weekend effects of the unemployed to the weekend effects for workers, which is 93 percent. 
Day of week
Workers Unemployed
On weekends, workers see their negative emotions drop by about 24 percent on average (ranging from 10 to 35 percent, depending on the variable). Worry, stress, and anger show the largest drops, while sadness has the smallest decline. The jobless experience a drop in these emotions on weekends of about 12 percent. The average ratio indicates that the unemployed experience about 53 percent of the weekend reduction in negative emotions as workers.
9
Weekends have greater effects on negative emotions, we suspect, for two reasons. First, there is simply a lower rate of reporting negative emotions. People are much more likely to report being happy than being angry, at least partly due to social acceptability bias. This low baseline rate of negative emotions makes the percent changes look larger. Second, as we will show in the regression results, the coefficients on almost all variables are larger in the analysis of negative well-being than in positive well-being. Reports of negative well-being seem more elastic to circumstances than reports of positive well-being.
In any event, taken across both positive and negative measures of well-being, the jobless take in nearly three-quarters as much of the weekend effect that working people enjoy. However, there is a clear difference, in that negative emotions decline more for workers than the unemployed on weekends. A visible portion of the relief from stress, worry, and anger on the weekend is unique to working people. Weekends are a decompression time -a relief from negative feelings -for workers more than they are for the unemployed. While the unemployed 9 The differences in this table can be thought of as semi-elasticities: the percent difference in well-being due to the difference in employment status. Using the marginal effects (unit differences in well-being) produces similar results. To exactly replicate our baseline regression model, the positive and negative groups would each be averaged (i.e., average positive, and average negative emotions) before calculating the ratio of weekend effects. Doing so with marginal effects gives average ratios of 84% and 63% for positive and negative well-being respectively. That leads to a very similar overall conclusion. The table (Table 1) as printed gives a more clear and simple representation of the data, and gives very similar average ratios as reported in our full regression models, below.
have more negative emotions during the week on every measure, the negatives do not drop on the weekend as much as they do for workers.
Regression Results
How robust are these conclusions to the addition of control variables for sociodemographic differences, including age, sex, race, family status, income, and education? In Table 2 , we report the full details of our regression results for positive and negative emotions.
Model 1 shows regression results for positive well-being by employment and weekend status.
The weekend effect of unemployment (+.038) is very similar to that for workers (+.043), both of which are highly significant. The difference in coefficients between the two groups (.005) is small and non-significant.
Adding in controls (model 2) does not change the weekend effect estimates, as we expected since both workers and the unemployed are randomly assigned to report on weekends.
The change in the estimated weekend effects from model 1 to model 2 is barely visible, changing only slightly for the unemployed and the difference is far from statistical significance. 10 The controls do mute the negative baseline effect of unemployment, reducing it from -.075 to -.061, indicating that some of the raw effect of unemployment is due to demographic differences. 11 The point estimates indicate that the unemployed experience about 90 percent of the weekend effect that workers do.
It is worth noting that weekend effects are large relative to almost all other influences on well-being. The sociological significance of weekends for well-being is greater than sociodemographic factors including marriage, race, and education, but lesser than unemployment.
10 The t statistic is simply the difference in coefficients divided by the square root of the sum of the squared standard errors (Paternoster et al 1998; Gelman and Stern 2006 Model 3 looks at the determinants of negative well-being, and model 4 adds demographic controls. Weekends reduce negative feelings such as stress and worry for both groups, but more for workers (-.071) than for the unemployed (-.039). Again, these point estimates do not change when control variables are included (model 4). And the baseline effect of unemployment is significantly smaller in model 2 than model 1 (t-statistic = 4.94). While there is selection into unemployment based on observed covariates, this evidence continues to support the effectiveness of random assignment into weekends.
The point estimates indicate that the jobless experience 53 percent of the weekend effect that workers enjoy. The statistical test of the null hypothesis that the two groups have equal weekend effects is easily rejected, with a t-statistic of approximately 60. There is clearly reliable empirical support for weekends as having unique, additional value for workers.
Finally, as seen with positive well-being, weekend effects rank among the most important influences on negative well-being. Even for the unemployed, weekend effects equal or outweigh factors like education, gender, marriage, and parental status. Only unemployment itself has a clearly larger effect on well-being than do weekends. Averaging across positive and negative emotions, the unemployed experience about 73 percent of the weekend rise in well-being that workers enjoy.
Does Social Time Explain Weekend Effects in Well-being?
Something about the standard work week leads to higher well-being on weekends, even among the jobless. Going to back to work on Monday provides limited explanation for the drop in well-being. To what extent is this because social time declines during the week for both workers and the unemployed? Are the weekday patterns of social time similar to the patterns in well-being? First, we plot social time use by day of week, using the raw data. Figure 3 , time spent with friends in ATUS, shows large spikes around the weekends for both workers and the unemployed. Saturday is clearly the peak day for time with friends. The unemployed, compared to workers, spend more time with friends every day of the week. There is also some difference in the weekend effects for workers and the unemployed. For workers, time with friends is elevated on Friday, Saturday, and Sunday. For the unemployed, there is more noise in the day-to-day estimates, but their time with friends appears elevated on Friday and Saturday only; by Sunday, time with friends has returned to their weekday average. For the unemployed, the increase is 103 minutes -roughly an hour and a half. Adding in demographic controls in model 10 changes the estimate for the unemployed weekend effect slightly, dropping to 97 minutes. Time spent with family increases by half as much for the unemployed as it does for workers. The difference is due to the greater ability of the unemployed to spend more hours with family during the week. Nonetheless, a clear limitation on social time with family during the week remains.
As a reference point, we also consider household labor. Chores around the house are not subject to social network constraints in the way that social time is. People do not need to coordinate with social others in order to productively engage in household labor: cleaning, cooking, yard maintenance, household repairs, and the like. Most household labor, we argue, is about as productively done alone as with others, and we expect to see no weekend effect in household work among the unemployed. Figure 5 shows that this is indeed the case. In Table 3 , models 11 and 12 show that while there are clear weekend effects in household labor for workers, there is no weekend effect at all for the unemployed. The Gallup data also provide evidence of how time use varies by day of week. Figure 6 shows a general measure of "social hours" for weekends and weekdays from the Daily Poll. The results are similar to the ATUS data. In table 2, models 5 and 6 show that workers see an increase in social time of 2.1 hours (125 minutes) per day on weekends, while the unemployed see an increase of 0.9 hours (55 minutes). Thus, in the Gallup data, the unemployed experience 43 percent of the weekend effect in social time. During the week the unemployed spend nearly an extra one social hour per day more than workers. In summary, the unemployed experience 55 percent of the weekend effect in time spent with friends that the employed experience, 52 percent of the weekend effect in time with family, and 43 percent of the social hours effect in the Gallup data. Overall, this suggests weekends should be about half as important for the unemployed as they are for workers. This does not seem to provide a complete explanation of why the unemployed enjoy three-quarters of the 
Day of week
Workers
Unemployed weekend effect in well-being. But, the commonality of the patterns in well-being and social time suggest this is a prominent explanation. The next step is to test the underlying assumption that social hours increase well-being, and if so, do they increase well-being by enough to explain the weekend effects?
In Table 4 , we incorporate the Gallup social hours variable into the initial well-being regressions. For roughly one-third of our observations, data on social hours is not available. This For negative emotions, models 15 and 16 show that when social hours are included, the weekend effects fall by 28 percent for the unemployed and 31 percent for workers. Thus, social hours explain about 29 percent of the reduction in negative feelings on weekends. This is somewhat less than expected from the simple day-of-week patterns. The reason is that the number of social hours people spend has less of an effect on negative emotions like stress and sadness (.011 in absolute value) than it does on positive emotions (.016 in absolute value).
Overall, averaging across positive and negative emotions for both workers and the unemployed, the number of social hours people enjoy explains 43 percent of the weekend wellbeing effects.
12 There remain weekend effects in wellbeing that are both statistically and sociologically significant for both workers and the unemployed. There is something in addition to social hours that makes weekends better than weekdays for both workers and the unemployed. Table 4 is that social hours do not explain the baseline effect of unemployment -in fact, including social hours makes unemployment look even worse. This sheds light on why the unemployed have lower wellbeing even though they have more social time than workers. Social time during the week does partly compensate for the distress of unemployment. Without it, the unemployed would be more distressed. However, the negative effect of unemployment is very large compared to their gain in social hours. For positive wellbeing, the effect of unemployment is -.080, which is roughly five times as large as the effect of a social hour. For negative wellbeing, the effect of unemployment is .118, which is ten times the effect of a social hour. In other words, it would take five extra hours of social time each day to compensate for the drop in happiness among the unemployed, and 10 extra social hours to compensate for the increase in stress and sadness. But, in the Gallup data, unemployment gives people an extra one hour of social time. Unemployment is a very costly way to leverage extra social time.
An important result from
Discussion and Conclusion
The goal of this paper has been to address two basic questions. What is it about the weekend that people most value: rest from work, or social contact? And, to what extent does extra free time give a valued benefit that can offset the socio-economic costs of unemployment?
Both these questions feed into a basic understanding of time. Is time best understood as analogous to money, in which the primary concern is one's budget of free time? Or is time better understood as a network good, in which the marginal value of extra time can vary widely (Winship 2009; DiMaggio and Garip 2011) ?
The analyses here present a series of new and potentially important social facts. First, weekends have an effect on wellbeing that is clear and large relative to other determinants of wellbeing: weekend effects are sociologically important. However, the benefits of weekends are not primarily due to having time off from work: the jobless experience about three-quarters of the benefit of weekends. Only about a quarter of the weekend rise in wellbeing can be readilyattributed to rest from work. In other words, if days off work were not socially-coordinated via a standard work week, workers would gain only one-quarter of the benefits of a rest day. That is the portion of the weekend effect that is unique to workers, who are enjoying a day off.
Second, the amount of social time that people have increases substantially on weekends, for both workers and the unemployed (although more so for workers). Weekends are uniquely social times, and this is key to understanding their value. Increases in social time explain nearly half (43 percent) of the weekend rise in well-being. A large part of why weekends are better than weekdays is that friends and families spend more time together (regardless of employment status). This is a byproduct of the standard work week, which coordinates large numbers of people to have free time on these days.
Third, a significant part of weekend well-being remains unexplained by either time off work or extra social hours. Controlling for social hours, there is still something qualitatively better about life on weekends. Central to understanding this is to note that much of this residual benefit accrues to the unemployed as well as workers.
We think the residual weekend effect is due to differences in the quality -rather than just quantity -of social time on weekends. There may be a variety of reasons for this, including social multipliers, compensating stresses, and network dynamics during joblessness.
A social multiplier extends the idea of macro-social benefits to having a large portion of the workforce with a shared day off. The direct effect of having the day off is relief from job pressures and time-stress. This, in turn, may have indirect effects on others. People with a day off may interact with the world in a more positive way -they are less busy, less tired, and have more emotional energy to share with others (cf, Collins 2004) . The increased quality of interaction produces a social multiplier that increases with the share of the population that has a given day off. When much of the population has a day off, employed people have the most direct benefit, but non-working people also benefit from more enjoyable interactions with workers who are enjoying their rest day. People's happiness is partly a function of the happiness of the people around them (Fowler and Christakis 2008) . Conversely, stressed out people become even more stressed when surrounded by other stressed people. Having a day off creates a positive externality for non-workers.
There may also be compensating stresses during the week for unemployed people. In secondary analyses not reported, the ATUS data show that unemployed people schedule most of their job search activities during the week. Thus, Monday-to-Friday may be the principle time when the jobless ruminate about their predicament and experience job-application rejection from employers (Pager 2007; Krueger and Mueller 2012) . Weekends offer reprieve from this, and "going back to unemployment" when the weekend is over may be similarly unpleasant as "going back to work". This is a model in which the standard work week structures how and when the jobless reflect on their difficult life circumstance.
Finally, there may be important network dynamics that occur during joblessness, in which people's networks of association change. Unemployed people during the week may spend time with more distant friends who also happen to be unemployed or out of the labor force, which is not as rewarding as spending time with the closer friends that they see on weekends. Do social contacts shift during unemployment from a homophily principle towards an availability principle? Is there a shift from social others they want to spend time with towards those they are able to spend time with? In the General Social Survey, the unemployed are much more likely to have other unemployed people in their trusting social networks than random mixing would suggest (DiPrete et al 2011) . Moreover, evidence suggests that being around other unemployed people makes the jobless feel worse, rather than better (Nordenmark 1999) . If the unemployed fill in their weekdays with social contact with people less close to them, and with people who are more depressed and anxious, this could help explain the residual difference in weekend effects between workers and the unemployed.
Those three factors may round out our knowledge of weekend effects, and more fully clarify the social dynamics that make weekends rewarding social times, even when they are not uniquely days off from work.
Further, we reiterate that the unemployed are people who have gained large amounts of free time. This has come at a steep cost: a loss of income, diminished social status, and personal anxiety about their role as a productive member of society (Young 2012; Burgard et al 2007; Newman 1999) . Nevertheless, the jobless may resent being unemployed but simultaneously value their extra free time away from work (in the same way that one might value their job but dislike their supervisor). We find that this is true, but only weakly so. The jobless spend more social time with people than working people do, showing a tangible benefit of unemployment.
However, the social-psychological costs of unemployment are very large relative to the extra social time that is available during unemployment. Social time does moderate the distress of unemployment, but we find the jobless would need five to ten times more hours of social contact than they actually get in order to erase the social-psychological harms of job loss.
In short, our evidence supports 1) that free time is a network good, whose value depends on how many of your social contacts also have free time; and 2) that the unemployed are disadvantaged by this dynamic. The dilemma of the unemployed is that while they have additional free time during the week, other people still have to go to work. Equivalently, working people may think of their job as "a drag" because they compare it to their life on the weekendnot to the achievable alternative of staying home during the week.
The standard work week coordinates work life in a way that maximizes social time and well-being on weekends, and creates a strong perceived relationship between workdays and
unhappiness. Yet, it also means that individuals cannot easily avoid the unhappiness of the work week by not going to work. Individual days off during the week seem to fall very far short of the experience of shared weekends. This emphasizes that the standard workweek is an institutional structure that both enables and constrains (eg, Brinton and Nee 1998; Ingram and Clay 2000) .
A key implication of this study for the time famine literature is its emphasis on the structural nature of time pressures. Because time is a network good, it is hard to find individual solutions to problems of time pressure. Collective solutions are more valuable and effective than individual ones. Weekend well-being is a collectively-produced social good; time famine is a collectively-produced rat race. Individualistic solutions are hard to sustain against collective action problems.
Much focus has been placed on achieving greater individual flexibility in work schedules. Such flexibility no doubt has many benefits, but the down side of time-flexibility is that it moves us towards the privatization of personal schedules and ever further from coordinated social time. Privatized personal schedules generate individual convenience but make unplanned social time increasingly difficult to find: it sets up the "bowling alone" problem.
Greater synchronization with the standard work week may ultimately be a more successful solution. For example, the European norm of long summer holidays -"vacation en masse" -likely does more to limit the rat race than individual work-day flexibility. Indeed, evidence
suggests that work-time flexibility leads to working longer, rather than shorter, hours (Alesina et al 2005; Barley et al 2004) . Relief from time pressure is hard to find on one's own.
In an era of high unemployment, network properties of time and the difficulty of unplugging from the rat race are important social issues. More research is needed to fully understand the pleasures and sorrows of the standard work week. 
